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Claims 1-28 are pending. Claims 1-23 and 28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent 6,807,583 B2 ("Hrischuk"). Claims 24-27 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hrischuk in view of U.S. Patent 5,894,575 ("Levine"). 
Applicant submits that the Examiner has not satisfied the requirements of MPEP §§2131 and 2143. 
Specifically, "[a] claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 
found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." MPEP § 2131. 
Further, to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, "the prior art reference (or references when 
combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations." MPEP § 2143. 

Independent claim 1 recites, in part, "caching the first predicate in a predicate cache 
associated with the thread, based on the evaluating of the first predicate and cacheability of the first 
predicate; and transferring control to the thread, based on the caching." Independent claim 28 
includes substantially similar limitations. 
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1. The Examiner is mischaracterizing Hrischuk to describe "caching the first predicate." 

The Examiner is suggesting that Hrischuk describes "caching the first predicate" at col. 27, 
lines 3-4 and col. 28, lines 40-42. However, Hrischuk merely describes recording events in a buffer, 
and Tables 5-6 describe predicates used to determine which events to record. Hrischuk's predicates 
are evaluated based on an object's state. For example, if the variables j and j 5 are equal, then the 
predicate "j = ji" is true. The Examiner is suggesting that the predicates themselves are also 
recorded in the buffer. See Office Action dated June 6, 2007, pp. 3, 5-6. 

To the contrary, Hrischuk states that Table 5 "should be interpreted as follows: 'if the 
precondition values of object il are met, then execute the instrumentation primitives to record the 
identified events."' Hrischuk, col. 27, line 66 - col. 28, line 2. In other words, Tables 5-6 merely 
provide listings of predicates that are evaluated to determine which events to record in the buffer. 
The predicates themselves are not recorded in the buffer along with the events. In maintaining this 
rejection, the Examiner is mischaracterizing Hrischuk, which is improper. 

2. The Examiner is reading out an express limitation of "caching the first predicate ... 
based on evaluating of the first predicate and cacheability of the first predicate." 

Even assuming arguendo that Hrischuk describes "caching the first predicate," the claims 
explicitly require caching the predicate based on '■''based on ... cacheability of the first predicate." 
"Cacheability" refers to whether a given predicate may be cached, and may depend on various 
factors. See, e.g., Specification as filed, [0023]. The claims explicitly require that such factors be 
considered. The Examiner has suggested that Hrischuk describes these limitations at col. 28, lines 
40-45. See Office Action dated June 6, 2007, pp. 4-6. 
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To the contrary, Hrischuk describes predicates that must be true for events to be recorded. 
In view of Applicant's explicit definition of the term "predicate" {see Specification as filed, [0017]), 
criteria for recording an event cannot possibly be equivalent to criteria for recording a predicate. 
Further, the claims require that the criteria include cacheability of the predicate. The Examiner has 
failed to show where Hrischuk describes any such criteria. In fact, Hrischuk is silent with respect to 
determining cacheability of predicates. In maintaining this rejection, the Examiner is reading out an 
express limitation of the claims, which is improper. 

3. The Examiner is mischaracteri/Jng Hrischuk to describe "transferring control to the 
thread, based on the caching." 

Even assuming arguendo that Hrischuk describes "caching a predicate..." as discussed 
above, the claims further require transferring control to the thread based on the caching. The 
Examiner has suggested that Hrischuk describes these limitations in Table 3 as "nextTask(ei , e 2 )." 
See Office Action dated June 6, 2007, pp. 4,6. 

To the contrary, Hrischuk states that Table 3 "shows identifying operators that are used to 
add edges" to a "scenario event graph model." See Hrischuk, col. 24, lines 22-45. Adding edges to 
a graph is not equivalent to transferring control to a thread. Nonetheless, even assuming arguendo 
that adding an edge to a graph is equivalent to transferring control to a thread, Hrischuk is silent 
with respect to transferring control "based on the caching." In maintaining this rejection, the 
Examiner is mischaracterizing Hrischuk and reading out an express limitation of the claims, which 
is improper. 
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4. Levine does not supply what Hrischuk lacks. 

As discussed above, Hrischuk does not describe each and every element of independent 
claims 1 and 28. Further, while Levine is generally directed to tracing, Levine is silent with respect 
to evaluating or caching predicates. Therefore, Levine cannot possibly supply what Hrischuk lacks. 
Accordingly, Hrischuk and Levine do not teach or suggest all the limitations of independent claims 
1 and 28, or any of the dependent claims. 



5. The Examiner has not satisfied the requirements of MPEP §§ 2131 and 2143. 

In view of the above, the Examiner has clearly not satisfied the requirements of MPLP §§ 
2131 and 2143. Hrischuk and Levine, whether viewed separately or in combination, do not teach or 
suggest all the limitations of independent claims 1 and 28. Claims 2-27 depend, directly or 
indirectly, from independent claim 1 . Therefore, Hrischuk and Levine also do not teach or suggest 
all the limitations of claims 2-27. Accordingly, a favorable decision from the panel is respectfully 
requested. 



Dated: September 6, 2007 Respectfully submitted, 



B y /Robert P. Lord/ 

Robert P. Lord 
Registration No.: 46,479 
OSHA ■ LIANG LLP 
1221 McKinney St., Suite 2800 
Houston, Texas 77010 
(713) 228-8600 
(713) 228-8778 (Fax) 
Attorney for Applicant 
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